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United Policyholders submitted multiple letters in support of the petition for review as well as an amicus
brief on the merits. UP’s submissions argue that when interpreting insurance policies, courts should not
refuse to consider relevant extrinsic evidence simply because the policy language appears unambiguous
on its face. California law requires courts to examine evidence such as drafting history and industry
usage before deciding whether a policy provision is reasonably susceptible to a policyholder’s
interpretation.

David Goodwin of Covington and Burling
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